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Process

Strategic Kick-off

Community Input

o Focus Groups

o Stakeholder Meeting
o Survey

o mySidewalk

Inventory

Level of Service Analysis
Findings Presentation
Visioning Workshop

Operational & Maintenance Analysis
0 Program & Other Service Provider Analysis
0 Organizational Analysis

Draft Recommendations Presentation
Draft & Final Plan Presentation




Focus Group Summary

45 - participants P -
5 - Focus Groups REgERT

Stakeholder Interviews
Public Meeting




Strengths

Green space and trees
Visual appeal

Lakes

Senior Center

Staff
Park Maintenance

Creative and resourceful in providing services
Maitland Community Park

Fiscally responsible

Programming — Farmer’s Market

Tennis program — Mayo Park



Areas of Improvement

Connectivity and multiuse paths

Communication / Marketing I
Access to lakes ——
East/West connection / recreation deserts (I-4 divide)
Interpretative and educational signage

Wayfinding signage

Funding and dedicated revenue for Parks and Recreation

Disconnect between Park Maintenance and Leisure
Services

Parking at parks
Implementation of park plans (Quinn Strong Park)



Improvements To Existing Facilities

Implement deferred maintenance plan
Signage and Wayfinding
Connectivity to parks and region

Safe access to our parks
More indoor activity
Public art throughout the community and parks
Provide better access to water resources

Upgrades to Quinn Strong Park

Rubberize middle school track (lots of use by residents)
Resurface the tennis courts

Underpass connecting Horatio and Minnehaha needs to be
more attractive and safer



Underserved Portions Of Community

West of I-4
NW side (north of Maitland Blvd)
Bicyclists and pedestrians

South of Lake Avenue (area)
Ridgewood Area (people want to walk here)
Tweens (5-9t" grade)
Skateboarders

Dog owners — off leash facilities
Youth school age in general (K-9)

Seniors



New Facilities/Amenities

Neighborhood park west of -4

Bikeways/bike paths — no paths within Maitland to other
places/communities

Recreation center ~INLT
Park Downtown ~ @@QQ *
Lake access - ﬁ .
Spray Park downtown | d A"
Skateboard Park/Facility I |
Quinn Strong Park Development

Wayfinding for parks and other cultural resources
Outdoor stages/performance area at parks — permanent



Key Issues / Values

Strong sense of community
Embrace, support greenspace and trees — commitment to greenspace
Community wants to be involved

Cultural amenities

Not a drive thru community

Connectivity —a connected community
Meshing with the cultural groups in Maitland
Money/budgetary considerations
Preservation of Lakes (blueways)

Traffic (safety and congestions)
Parking at the Parks
Development and redevelopment in the downtown core
Connections to SunRail station

Consideration for office parks on the west side (day time)



Top Priorities

Take care of what we have — infrastructure
Family-friendly connectivity

Dedicated funding source as number 1
Communication and Marketing
Wayfinding / Interpretative markers

Access to lakes
Welcoming central cultural corridor /
Downtown Park

Appropriate staffing

West side park

Public Art

Environmental sensitivity



Demographics Profile

Summary Demographics from ESRI

Population 16,767
Households 7,385
Average Household Size 4,308
Median Age 41.1

Median Household Income

$59,100




Demographic Projections

US Census (2000 and 2010 ) and ESRI Projections

2000 Population 14,723
2010 Population 15,751
2014 Estimated 16,767
2020 Projected 19,032
2025 Projected 20,920
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Survey Results

Methodology
Survey Methods

O
O
O

Randomly mailed survey
Distributed geographically
Open-link online survey for anyone not in random mailing

Survey Response

O

O O O O

3,500 surveys randomly distributed to residents
421 undeliverable, net 3,079
Final sample size was 334/ 10.8%
Open link response 245

Total 666
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Demographic Profile

Invitation Sample Open Link
Female [N 63% [ 62%
cender Male I 37 % S 38%
Under 35 I 26°% T 24%
35-44 N 16% T 16%
45 - 54 | 20% e 28%
Age 55 64 | 17% S 22%
65-74 [ 10% 8%
75 or over [ 11% 12%
Single, no children | 14% T 19%
Single with children at home [ 4% 3%
Household Single, children no longer at home | 7% 9%
Status Couple, no children |l 16% T 14%
Couple with children at home || NNz 33% e 37%
Couple, children no longer at home || 26% o 18%
Under $25,000 [l 4% 1 3%
$25.000 - $49,999 [ 11% 8%
$50,000 - $74,999 [ 15% T 18%
H:[:’s”e‘;]a; . $75.000 - $99.999 [ 19% I 14%
Income $100,000 - $149,999 N 17 % e 25%
$150,000 - $199,990 I 15% T 18%
$200,000 - $249,990 |l 11% 6%
$250,000 or more [l 9% 8%

0% 20% 40%

Percent of Respondents

60%

80% 0%  20% 40% 60% 80%

Percent of Respondents



Residential Profile

Invitation Sample Open Link
East of Orlando Avenue (17-92) || G G57%
In what
area of the Between |-4 and Orlando Avenue (17-92) - 32%
"“"‘J;_d“ you West of I-4 || 5%
ive:
| do not live within the City limits of Maitland IS%
Less than 1 year
1-5years - 25%
6 - 10 years . 12%
N";"Egig of 11- 15 years | 7%
Lived in 16 - 20 years [JJJj 15%
31 - 40 years [JJ] 13% B7%  Invitation Open
41 -50 years ] 7% |29 ~_Sample  Hink
19.6 11.9
51 or more years |4% | 1%
own I =% [ 84%
on vs. Rent [] 5% W 12%
Other [ 6% 4%

20% 40% 60% B80% 100% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Respondents Percent of Respondents



Importance of Availability

Importance of Availability of Local Parks & Recreation Activities

Response Average Rating
Invitation
B 1-Not at all important Sample 64% 24% 9% e
2
3-Neutral

4
B 5-Very important

Open Link

17% 10% .

Familiarity with Maitland Parks & Rec. Facilities, Programs, and Services

Response Average Rating
Invitation STy 48% 21% 9%
B 1-Not at all familiar Sample
2
3-Neutral

4

B 5-Very familiar
Open Link LRSS 37% 19% 11% BRESS .



Importance of MPRD Facilities to Household

Average Rating (1=Not At All Important, 5=Very Important)

Invitation Sample

Open Link

Pathwaysitrails (walking, biking) I + - I ¢
city parks [ + I - &

Playgrounds [ NG :.©
Picnic sheiters ||| NG 3-©
Access to lakes |G 3 ©
community/recreation center || ENEGT 3.9
Athletic fields (soccer, lacrosse, etc.) || NG 3.6
Tennis courts || NG 3.4
Indoor gym space |GG 33
Ball fields (baseball/softball, etc.) || G 33
Event/meeting space [ NG 33
splash pads || NG 3.2
senior Center |G 3 2
outdoor basketball courts || NG 3-2
1 2 3 4

Average Importance Rating

51 2 3 4 5
Average Importance Rating



Degree to Which MPRD Facilities Meet the Needs of the Community

Average Rating (1=Not At All, 5=Completely)
Invitation Sample

city parks | -
piaygrouncis N .5

senior Center || NNEGGREEGEGEGEN 3 ¢
Tennis courts |G 3.7
Picnic shelters ||| NG 37
Ball fields (baseball/softball, etc.) || G -7
community/recreation center ||| G 3.7
Access to lakes |GGG 36
Athletic fields (soccer, lacrosse, etc.) || IEGTNNENEGN 3.6
Pathwaysitrails (walking, biking) || ENENENEE 35
Event/meeting space || NG 35
Outdoor basketball courts || NG 34
Indoor gym space [ NG 2.8
splash pads [N 2.3
1 2

3 4

Average Importance Rating

Open Link

51 2 3 4 5

Average Importance Rating



Level of Importance vs. Needs Met for Current MPRD Facilities

46
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Importance of MPRD Programs to Household
Average Rating (1=Not At All Important, 5=Very Important)

Invitation Sample Open Link
Community events (Movies in _
the Park, etc.) 4.0 3.9

Youth sports _
Adult programs (non-sports) _
Adult sports _ 2
Youth programs (non-sports) _
Senior programs _3.2
Youth camps _ 3.2
Teen sports _ 3.2
Teen programs (non-sports) _
4 51 2 3 4 5

A'-.rerage Impurtance Rating Average Importance Rating
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Degree to Which MPRD Programs Meet the Needs of the Community

Average Rating (1=Not At All, 5=Completely)
Invitation Sample

Community events (Movies 3.7
in the Park, etc.) '

Family programs (for all 35
ages) '

Teen sports _ 3.4
Adult programs (non-sports) _
Youth camps _ 3.2
Youth programs (non-sports) _ 3.2
Teen programs (non-sports) _ 3.2
Adult sports _ 3.0

1 2 3 4
Average Importance Rating

Open Link
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Level of Importance vs. Needs Met for Current MPRD Programs

Importance to Household (Average Rating)
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High Importance/
Low Needs Met

Family programs

Youth sports

Adult programs .

High Importance/

High Nis Met

Farmers' Market

Community events

Youth program Senior programs
. Youth c

Adult sports ,
. Teen sports

Teen programs

Low Importance/
Low Needs Met

2.9 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.9 3.6 3.7
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Top Five Areas the Leisure Services Department Should Focus On
Invitation Sample Open Link

Maitenance & ukeen o ke i B v I o2
Pathway connectivity _ 61% _ 53%
Promoting healthy, active lifestyles _ 45%
Safety and security _ 43%
Community-wide special events _ 42%
Land preservation/acquisition _ 42%
Public art and landscaped areas _ 41%
Family-oriented activities _ 40%
Developing new parks in under-served areas _ 38%
Accessibility [N 26%

Balancing organized sports and pas::t?vﬁ?;: - 219,
Expanding programs and classes for all ages - 21%
Volunteer opportunities . 6%
Attracting tourists to the community I 3%
Leveraging partnerships IS%

other [| 3%




Three Most Important Areas That, If Addressed by the City, Would Increase Use of MPRD
Facilities
Invitation Sample Open Link

Awareness of programs (communications) || NG 47% I 38%
Additional facilities and amenities [ NN 6% D 39%
safety and security ||| NG 33%
Condition/maintenance of parks or buildings || NG 32%
Programs | want | 21%
Accessibility [ 19%

WiFi connectivity [l 12%
Quality of equipment [l 12%
Pricing/user fees [JJJij 9%
Parking (at which parks) [JJJjj 9%
Hours of operation [JJj 6%
Signage and wayfinding [JJj 5%
other [JJj 5%

Customer service/staff knowledge l 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Percent of Respondents Percent of Respondents



Importance of Adding, Expanding, or Improving MPRD Facilities

Average Rating (1=Not At All Important, 5=Very Important)

Indoor Facilities
Invitation Sample
Community/recreation center IIEEGEEEGEN .6
Fieldhouse/gymnasium space IIIININGGEGEN 3.3
Performing arts center ININENEGEGEEEEN 32

Outdoor Facilities

Shade structures in parks IIIEEGEGEGEGEGN 4.0
Improved park amenities IIIEIEIGINGNININGGEEEEN 4.0
Lights for outdoor athletic facilities |G 3. 7
Playgrounds IIEENENEG— 3.6
Community gardens IIINEGEGEGEGEGEGEN 3.6
Lake access points [IIIIEGEEGEGEGEGEN .5
Outdoor athletic fields/courts NG 3.4
Outdoor stage/amphitheater |GGG 3.3
Public art in the parks I 3 -5
New parks I 3 2
Exercise stations along trails in parks I 3.2
Splash pads/ spray park IIEEEGEGEEE 3.2
Dog parks NN .2
Parking at recreational facilities IS 3.2
Rental bike kiosks [INIIEIEG@EEEN 3.0
Skate park NG 2.5
Pickleball courts NN 2.3

1 2 3 4
Average Importance Rating

Open Link

D 4.0
S 3.7
S 3.6
O 3.5
S 3.6
S 3.5
S 3.3
S 3.3
S 3.7
S 3.3
S 3.2
] 3.2
I 3.4
e 3.1
I 2.6
S 2.3

51 2 3 4 5
Average Importance Rating




Top Three Priorities

Top Three Priorities to be Added, Expanded, or Improved in Maitland - Invitation Sample Only
Invitation Sample

Pathways and trails 9% 49%
Improved park amenities 2% 21%
Community/recreation center 6% 20%
Splash pads/spray park 6% 19%
Playgrounds ERCREEEL 9% 17%
Dog parks ) 6% 17%
Shade structures in parks _ 7%  16%
Lake access points [ 9% 15%
Fieldhouse/gymnasium space JEkQ 14%
Performing arts center EiQ 3% 14%
Community gardens B 2% 13%
Outdoor athletic fields/courts % 2% 12%
New parks 2% 11%
Exercise stations along trails in parks ExCIEEN 4% 10%
Outdoor stage/amphitheater 5% 10%
Lights for outdoor athletic facilities 8%
Public art in the parks [l 6% 8%
Rental bike kiosks ] 4% 6%
Other indoor facility Il 4% Third priority to be added/expanded/improved
Other outdoor facility 3% 4% l Second priority to be added/expanded/improved
Skate park [l 2% Hl Top priority to be added/expanded/improved

Parking at recreational facilities l| 2%
Pickleball courts [§ 1%



How can we best communicate with you?
Invitation Sample Open Link

E-mail from the city [ 43%
Maitland Express 0
bi-monthly newsletter - 16%
Utility bill inserts - 13%

Internet/website . 8%

Outdoor signage .6%

Social networking (e.g., 59,
Twitter, Facebook)

other [ 3%

Maitland Parks and I 20,

Recreation Activity Guide

At the recreation 1%
facilities/program location

Local media (TV, radio, 1% IS%
newspaper)
School flyers | 0% 1%
Word of mouth 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
Percent of Respondents Percent of Respondents



Impact of Fee Increases on Parks & Recreation Participation
Invitation Sample Open Link

Moderate fee increases would not

L8]
limit my/our ability to participate at all 4%

43%

Moderate fee increases would limit

my/our participation somewhat or 259, 18%
would have a minor impact on ability
to participate

Moderate fee increases would limit

[¥]
my/our participation significantly 12%

11%

Dont know/uncertain 22% 28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Percent of Respondents Percent of Respondents



How likely would you be to support a Bond Referendum that includes funding for parks and
recreation enhancements?

Invitation Sample Open Link
19%

Definitely vote yes 27%

Probably vote yes 41% 32%

Don't know/uncertain 22% 26%

Probably vote no 11%

Definitely vote no 7% 10%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Percent of Respondents Percent of Respondents



If you had $100 to spend on parks and recreation facilities, services and/or programs, how
would you allocate that $100 across the following categories?
Average Allocation Amount

Invitation Sample Open Link

Make improvements and/or renovate and _ $22.21 _ $17.28
maintain existing park facilities ) ’
Add more pathways/trails (biking, walking) _ $18.61 _ $23.70
Add aquatics (e.g., splash park, splash
pace,ctc) NN 51179 L seoe
Add new parks - $9.48 - $12.63

Recreation center, including gym space - -
and related activities $7.75 $6.33
Provide more City-wide special events - $7.53 - $8.35
New community center (e.g., community - $6.97 . $3.57
class/meeting rooms, activity spaces, etc.) ) )
Expand programs and activities (e.g., more - $6.57 . $4.37
teen programs, senior programs, etc.) ) )

Add outdoor athletic fields and courts - $5.54 - $10.35
Other enhancements . $3.53 - $5.36

§0 %5 $10 %15 %20 $25 %$30%0 %5 $10 %15 %20 %25 330
Average Allocation Amount Average Allocation Amount



Inventory

The Level of Service (LOS) analysis process involves a detailed inventory of
public physical assets such as park amenities available for City residents, how
the existing LOS as adopted in the City’s Comprehensive Development Plan
(CDP) is being met, as well as comparing existing infrastructure to the needs of
residents expressed during public input.

O Park Inventory Process and Grading
 Use GIS as a tool to analyze aerial imagery and parcel data to identify and
map the City’s parks
4 Site visits were performed for each of the parks to photograph and verify
the quantity and condition of the existing amenities.
O Park Amenities Matrix was generated to quantify each park’s total
amenities.
 Amenities Report was created to grade the individual park amenities and
the overall grade for each park. The grading scale is as follows:
U 1- Does not meet expectations for general parks function
O 2 - Meets expectations
[ 3 - Exceeds expectations



The existing inventory of the entire City’s park land is represented below in green, the
city’s lake system in blue and the current city limits is designated by the dashed red line.

It consists of developed and undeveloped land
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The City’s existing inventory of park land is represented by green, the city’s lake system in
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Inventory

Examples of Park Inventory Includes: p—

O Park Location and Description
O Park Acreage
O Outdoor Facilities

O Playgrounds

O Basketball Court, Tennis Court, etc. ST—
O Drinking Fountains
O Walking Paths T

[ Picnic Tables and Benches
L Gazebos / Picnic Structures
O Fishing Pier
O Bike Racks
O Parking Lot
O Amphitheater
O Indoor Facilities
0 Community Centers

U Restrooms

O Computer Lab
O Gymnasium

Reference: Page 1 of Parks Amenity Inventory and Analysis Report



Inventory Summary

The analysis for each park was then entered into a spreadsheet to use for comparisons to
determine quality of service or gaps in the existing Park’s system
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Inventory Summary

Covered Bridge Park

2
o

o 0

= = I

- N ER

5 ¢ £ 235 g

=) Q W o E @©

of I S0 < m

Rating 3
Amenities

Drinking Fountains 0 1

Seating - Benches 2 Y 2

BBQ grills 0 1

Dog Station 0 il

Security Lighting 0 1

Bike parking il 3

Restroom with plumbing 0 1

Shade Y 3

Connection to trails/ greenways Y 1

Internal Trail/ Sidewalk systems Y 3
Boardwalk

Park Access 4 Y 3

Parking (on site)

Automobile 0 1
Boat trailer

Seasonal Plantings Y

Example of the Park’s
Inventory Analysis
Matrix



The City’s CDP map showing the EXISTING bike path system is shown below. It is made up of the ‘Red’,
‘White’, ‘Green’ ,and ‘Blue’ routes, as represented below. It is a combination of ‘on road’ bike lanes and
bike paths which connect the city’s schools, parks & attractions (green asterisks) and extends beyond

the city limits affording connectivity to other adjacent municipalities. Major crosswalks are
represented by a red box.
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The City’s CDP map showing the FUTURE bike path system is shown below. It includes additional
links both north and south & east and west across the city. A study is being done currently by Public
Works to determine the best route for the east west connector. This includes the funded FDOT

project to cross over Interstate 4
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Level of Service

The blue area of the map shows Level of Service information for a ‘Neighborhood park’ service area. The
service radius is set in the City’s CDP and a % mile radius is the standard distance for neighborhood park
service area. A 3 mile radius is set for a community park designation and is represented by the gray dashed
line. It does not represent a specialty park unless the previous master plan proposed that it be brought up
to ‘Neighborhood Park’ standards.

This graphic readily shows the areas of the city that are currently not serviced by the City park system.
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Recurring Themes

*Maintain & Improve Existing Facilities

*Trails & Connectivity

*Improve Communication

*Wayfinding signage

*Upgrade or add new amenities

*Address Deferred Maintenance

°Increase Teen, Senior Programming

*Dedicated Funding Source

*Balance between Active and Passive Recreation



Next Steps

e Draft Recommendations Presentation
 Draft Report
* Final Report Presentation

Objective 1.1:
Maintain existing level of service quality to citizens

Actions Capi?al Cost Operational Budget Timefram
Estimate

1.1.a
Continue the Level of Service Standard of 3 S0 e ] ¥ =
acres/1,000 population of active park land. ,’ » ""Q N > v S - A
1.1b ‘ Jy’h.:’ : : ‘ I
;:ontlnue the Level of.SerV|ce Standard of 9 parking %0 ',l “.‘ g £ , ; U v, q—#j& %

paces/1,000 population for County ocean beaches ’ . k : | , ey NS
and beach facilities. 3 ! ¥ ) 1.2 g oy \
1.1.c
Where population densities will support it, consider a

Level of Service Standard that accounts for S0
components within parks and a radius of .5 miles per
component.

1.1d

Consider a Level of Service Standard that removes
non-County amenities in the LOS calculation such as
Martin County High School, YMCA and the Golf
Course when calculating the 3 acres/1,000 S0
population for better reflection of services that are
available to all county residents and not contingent
on other entities or enter into formal MOUs for use
of these facilities.
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Thank You For Your Time'!

GREENPLAY .. Questions?

Your Project Manager
The Leading Edge In Parks, Recreation Art Thatcher. CPRP
And Open Space Consulting . !
Direct: 757-592-3103

artt@greenplayllc.com

Tindale-Oliver
&
Associates, Inc.

Planning and Engincering AS S D C IATES




